City Council Introduction: Monday, April 26, 2004

Public Hearing: Monday, May 3, 2004, at 5:30 p.m.

Bill No. 04R-87

FACTSHEET

TITLEE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT NO.
04017, requested by the Director of Public Works &
Utilities and the Lower Platte South Natural Resources
District, to amend the 2025 Lincoln-Lancaster County
Comprehensive Plan, to replace and update language
relating to floodplains and the recommendations of the
Mayor's Floodplain Task Force for Flood Standards for
New Growth Areas.

STAFE RECOMMENDATION: Approval.

ASSOCIATED REQUESTS: Change of Zone No.
04018, text amendments to Title 27 (04-78; 04-79; 04-80;
04-81; and 04-82); Miscellaneous No. 04001, text
amendments to Title 26 (04-72; 04-73; 04-74; 04-75; 04-
76; and 04-77); and Miscellaneous No. 04002, text
amendments to the City of Lincoln Design Standards
and the Drainage Criteria Manual (04R-88; 04R-89; 04R-
90; and 04R-91).

EINDINGS OF FACT:

SPONSOR: Planning Department

BOARD/COMMITTEE: Planning Commission
Public Hearing: 03/31/04
Administrative Action: 03/31/04

RECOMMENDATION: Approval (8-0: Pearson, Carlson,
Sunderman, Taylor, Larson, Carroll, Marvin and Bills-
Strand voting ‘yes’; Krieser absent).

FACTSHEET PREPARED BY: Jean L. Walker

The stafffinds thatthe Task Force work is complete and the proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan reflect
the policyassumptions, conclusions and recommendations of the Mayor’s Floodplain Task Force for the New Growth
Areas.

The proposal is found on p.5-9. The proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan are found on p.10-14. The
“Summary of Proposed Flood Standards for New Growth Areas” is found on p.15-17. The “Task Force
Recommendations” are found on p.18-33.

All correspondence submitted in advance of the Planning Commission hearing, comments by the County Engineer
received on April 5, 2006, and the minutes of the Planning Commission public hearing and action, including exhibits
submitted at the Public Hearing, are attached to the Factsheet for the associated text amendments.

On March 31, 2004, the Planning Commission agreed with the staff recommendation and voted 8-0 to recommend
approval of this Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

On March 31, 2004, the Planning Commission also voted 8-0 to recommend approval of the associated text
amendments to the Cityzoning ordinance, land subdivision ordinance, design standards and drainage criteria manual.
The motionincludedtwoamendments:revisedlanguage in the drainage criteria manual regarding mitigation for stream
crossings, and language thatwould narrow the width ofthe “minimum flood corridor” along streams thatdrain less than
150 acres in area. The revised language as recommended by the Planning Commission is incorporated into the
proposed ordinances and resolutions on the appropriate text amendments.

DATE: April 19, 2004

REVIEWED BY:

DATE: April 19, 2004

REFERENCE NUMBER: FS\CC\2004\CPA.04017-Flood Standards




LINCOLN/LANCASTER COUNTY PLANNING STAFF REPORT

for March 31, 2004 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

P.AS.. Comprehensive Plan Amendment 04017

PROPOSAL.: Text to reflect flood plain policy, conclusions and recommendations of the
Mayor’s Flood Plain Task Force for the City of Lincoln New Growth Areas on
pages F - 34, 35, 63, 78,79 and 80.

CONCLUSION: The Task Force work is complete and updated language is appropriate.

RECOMMENDATION: Approval

GENERAL INFORMATION:

HISTORY: In April of 2003 the Floodplain Task Force concluded 20 months of work that resulted
in floodplain recommendations for the City and County.

ANALYSIS:

See attached Comprehensive Plan Amendment form and supporting information.

Prepared by:

Mike DeKalb
441-6370
mdekalb@ci.lincoln.ne.us

DATE: March 15, 2004

APPLICANT: Allan Abbott, Director
Public Works and Utilities Department
555 South 10™" Street
Lincoln, NE 68508
(402) 441 - 7548 and

Glenn Johnson, General Manager
Lower Platte South NRD

3125 Portia Street

Lincoln, NE 68521

(402) 476 - 2729




CONTACT:

Nicole Fleck-Tooze

Lincoln Public Works & Utilities Dept.

555 South 10" Street
Lincoln, NE 68508
(402) 441-6173

Ben Higgins

Lincoln Public Works & Utilities Dept.

555 South 10" Street
Lincoln, NE 68508
(402) 441-7589

Mike DeKalb

City County Planning Department
555 South 10™ Street

Lincoln, NE 68508

(402) 441-6370

John Callen

Lincoln Building & Safety Dept.
555 South 10™ Street

Lincoln, NE 68508

(402) 441 - 4970



Floodplain Language Update
City of Lincoln and Lower Platte South NRD

Applicant L ocation Proposal
Director of Public Works and Text on page F 34, F35, F63, F Replace and update language
Utilities and the Lower Platte 78 - F80 Future Conditions, relating to floodplains and the
South Natural Resources including Environmental recommendations of the
District Resources, Floodplain and Mayor’'s Floodplain Task Force
Utilities
Recommendation: Approval

Satus/Description

In aMarch4, 2004 memo, Alan Abbott, Director of Public Works and Utilities and Glenn Johnson, General
Manager of the Lower Platte South NRD, requested amendments to the Lincoln/Lancaster Comprehensive Plan,
pages F 34 - 35, Future Conditions - Community Form, F 63, Future Conditions - Environmental Resources,
Floodplain and F 78 - 80, Utilities, Floodplain Management.

Comprehensive Plan Implications

The proposed changes reflect the policy assumptions, conclusions and recommendations of the April 2003
Mayor’s Floodplain Task Force for the City of Lincoln New Growth Aresas.

Conclusion

Thisis an update and clarification of policy of the current adopted Comprehensive Plan. Amend the
Plan as follows:

1 Amend pages F -34 and F - 35 Future Conditions - Community Form, Plan Assumptions
section (see attached language).

2. Amend pages F - 63 of Future Conditions - Environmental Resources, Floodplains section
(see attached language).

3. Amend pages F - 78 to- F - 80 or Future Conditions - Utilities, Floodplain Management (see attached
language).
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LINCOLN

The Communils of Gpportumity

March 4, 2004

Marvin Krout, Director L -;____n-'.‘i.'rl-_“ S 3 i
Lincoln-Lancaster County Planning Dept. i S [
555 S. 16th Street o MAR 4 2004 v
Lincoln, NE 68508 ' T

Dear Marvin: S

Attached are proposed flood standards for New Growth Areas for consideration
by the Planning Commission at their March 31, 2004 public hearing. These
standards are proposed by the Public Works and Utilities Department and Lower
Platte South Natural Resources District. The flood standards are intended to
reflect the April 2003 recommendations of the Mayor’s Floodplain Task Force for
the City of Lincoln New Growth Areas (ses attached).

Amendments are proposed to five different documents:

1. Lincoln - Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan
2. Lincoln Zoning Ordinance

3. Lincoln Subdivision Ordinance

4. Lincoln Design Standards

5. Lincoln Drainage Criteria Manual

A summary of the proposed amendments is provided in the attached
documentation. The principles and policy objectives included in the proposed
Comprehensive Plan amendment apply both to the City and County. The
ordinances and standards apply only to New Growth Areas within Lincoln’s 3-
mile zoning jurisdiction (see attached map). New Growth Areas are defined as
those areas outside the Lincoln city limits and zoned AG Agriculture or AGR
Agricultural Residential as of the effective date of the standards. The Existing
Urban Area is intended to be addressed in a second phase following the adoption
of standards for New Growth Areas,

ORDINANCE TEXT REVISIONS

The flood standards for the Subdivision Ordinance have been consolidated from
multiple chapters into two chapters dedicated to flood standards; one for the
Existing Urban Area and one for New Growth Areas. The Zoning Ordinance
was revised by eliminating Chapter 27.55, “Floodplain District,” and creating two
new chapters to distinguish between standards for the Existing Urban Area and
New Growth Areas. Because all text within new chapters is underlined, new or
revised standards within these chapters are distinguished by i
Thus, text which is not highlighted in Chapters 27.52 and 27.53 of the draft
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Zoning Ordinance, and 26.24 and 26.25 of the draft Subdivision Ordinance represents existing
-standards. In addition to the recommendations of the Mayor’s Floodplain Task Force, some
revisions have been made with applications to both Existing Urban Area and New Growth
Areas to clarify ordinance provisions required by minimum federal and state standards, for
administrative purposes, and for consistency between different sections of the code.

BACKGROUND

In August of 2001, former Mayor Wesely appointed the Mayor’s Floodplain Task Force (FPTF),
representing a range of stakeholders from the community, to formulate recommendations
regarding the development of new floodplain standards. The Task Force utilized the results of
two studies in developing their recommendations, one completed by the Corps of Engineers
(COE), and a second completed by Camp Dresser & McKee, Inc. (CDM). Executive
summaries for these studies from Appendix H of the FPTF Report are attached for
reference. .

Corps of Engmeers Study

The COE study evaluated three scenarios on the Dead Man’s Run and Beal Slough ﬂoodplams
from moderate to more extreme losses of flood storage. The study conciuded that, within the
study reaches, increased flood damages resulting from loss of flood storage had the potential to
range from $2.6 to $10.9 million on Dead Man’s Run, and from $0.1 to $1.9 million on Beal
Slough. Economic analysis was not performed for 100% loss of flood storage, which showed a
substantially greater rise in flood heights (2.8 foot rise and 4.3 foot rise on Deadman’s Run and
Beal Slough, respectively) than the alternative scenarios where the economic analysis was
performed.

CDM Study
The CDM study pmjected the reduction in flood damage poss1ble to public infrastructure if

higher standards were adopted and the economic costs to private development of meeting a
higher standard. Half-foot Rise and No Net Rise/Compensatory Storage standards were
evaluated. Under the No Net Rise/Compensatory Storage standard, as compared to the current
One-foot Rise standard, flood damage costs to public buildings, streets and siream crossings were
projected to be reduced 27% and 44%, respectively. Reduction in flood damage costs based on
a No-Rise/Compensatory Storage scenario were projected at 100%, 27% and 44% for public
buildings, streets, and stream crossing structures, respectively.

The CDM study’s evaluation of the increased costs to private development to meet a No
Rise/Compensatory Storage standard were projected at 14%, 21% and 10% for traditional

- residential, commercial and industrial development configurations, respectively. For cluster
developments allowed by the ordinance today through Community Unit Plans and Planned Unit
Developments, the No Net Rise/Compensatory Storage standard was projected to increase costs
to private development by 6% or less. Additional information regarding estimated engineering
costs from Appendix K from the FPTF Report is attached for reference.
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Task Force Final Report

In April of 2003, the FPTF finalized their recommendations, distinguishing between New
Growth Areas and the Existing Urban Area. A copy of the recommendations for New Growth
Areas is attached, and a copy of the full FPTF report is availabie on the City’s website at
lincoln.ne.gov. The flood standards as proposed are intended to reflect the
recommendations of the FPTF for New Growth Areas for the City of Lincoln.

PUBLI RMATION REGARDING D STANDARDS

The draft standards were made available for public review on February 4, 2004. A notice
was sent to approximately 475 individuals and organizations with 2 summary and information
regarding where a full set of standards could be obtained. A set of draft standards was also
forwarded to Planning Commission members and elected officials. Since that time, the proposed
standards have been available for review at the following locations:

] Lincoln City Libraries _

o City-County Planning Department

o Public Works & Utilities Dept.

o Lower Platte South NRD

o Kinkos at 48th & Vine (for fee)

o City of Lincoln Website: lincoln.ne.gov (as of Feb 18)

Presentations regarding the proposed standards have been made to the following
organizations:

o Mayor’s Environmental Advisory Committee - February 5, 2004

o Mayor’s Neighborhood Roundtable - February 12, 2004

o Architects/Engineers Seminar - February 18, 2004

o County Ecological Advisory Committiee - March 2, 2004

Presentations are scheduled prior to the March 31 public hearing, as follows:
o Open House at County Extension Offices - March 9, 2004, 5:30-8:00 pm
a Homebuilders, Board of Realtors, and Chamber of Commerce - March 9, 2004
o Planning Commission Briefing - March 17, 2004

Contacts for questions regarding the proposed standards are as follows:

Nicole Fleck-Tooze Ben Higgins

Lincoln Public Works & Utilities Dept. Lincoln Public Works & Utilities Dept.

441-6173; ntooze@ci.lincoln ne.us ~ 441-7589; bhiggins@ci_lincoln.ne.us

John Callen Mike DeKalb

Lincoln Building & Safety Dept. City-County Planning Dept.

441-4970; jcallen@ci.lincoin.ne.us 441-6370; mdekalb@ei.lincoln.ne.us
-3
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The proposed standards reflect the recommendations of a 16-member Floodplain Task Force
representing a broad cross-section of interests throughout the community, and they represent
approximately 2 ¥ years of technical study and consideration. The standards are consistent with
the Lincoln-Lancaster County Land Use Plan and support the goals of the Comprehensive Plan
regarding the reduction of future flood hazards and the conservation of floodplain functions and
riparian corridors for flood storage and conveyance, stream stability, and water quality.

Sincerely, _

@, T | >

Allan Abbott, Director Glenn Johnson, Manager
Public Works & Utilities Dept. Lower Platte So
cc (w/o attachments):

Mayor Coleen ], Seng
Nicole Fleck-Tooze, Ben Higgins, Rock Krzycki - PW/U Dept.
Mike Merwick, John Callen - Building & Safety Dept.

Attachments:

Appendix H of the FPTF Report - Executive Summaries for COE and CDM Studies
Appendix K of the FPTF Report - Supporting Information (engineering costs)
Summary of Proposed Standards

Map showing Existing Urban Area and New Growth Areas for Flood Regulations
FPTF Recommendations for New Growth Areas

List of Revisions

Amendments to Comprehensive Plan

Revisions to Lincoln Zoning Ordinance

Revisions to Lincoln Subdivision Ordinance

Revisions te Lincoln Design Standards

Revisions to Lincoln Drainage Criteria Manual
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Draft Flood Standards Revisions for New Growth Areas
List of Revisions

omprehensive Plan

o
o
o]

F34-35, Future Conditions - Community Form, Plan Assumptions Section, Page 1
F63, Future Conditions - Environmental Resources, Floodplain Section. Page 2
F78-80, Future Conditions - Utilities, Floodplain Management Section, Page 2

Title 26, Lincoln Subdivision Ordinance

o

00000

Chapter 26.07, “Definitions”, Page 6

Chapter 26.15, “Preliminary Plat”, Page 12

Chapter 26.23, “Development Standards”, Page 18

Chapter 26,24, “Flood Regulations for Existing Urban Area”, Page 27
Chapter 26.25, “Flood Regulations for New Growth Areas™, Page 31
Chapter 26.27, “Minimum Improvements”, Page 37

Title 27, Lincoln Zoning Ordinance

00000

Chapter 27.03, “General Definitions”, Page 41

Chapter 27.52, “Fiood Regulations for Existing Urban Area”, Page 54
Chapter 27.53, “Flood Regulations for New Growth Areas”, Page 65
Chapter 27.55, “Flood Plain District”, Page 80

Chapter 27.65, “Community Unit Plan”, Page 90

Chapter 27.81, “General Provisions”, Page 98

Lincoln Design Standards for Zoning and Subdivision Regulations

o

o)

o

o

Section 2.05, “Stormwater Drainage Design Standards” for Subdivision Regulations,

Page 103 _ '

Seagfion 2.07, “Flood Design Standards for New Growth Areas” for Subdivision
Regulations, Page 115

Section 3.06, “Minimum Flood Corridor Design Standards” for Zoning Regulations,
Page 116

Section 3.07, “Flood Design Standards for New Growth Areas™ for Zoning Regulations,
Page 117

Drainage Criteria Mannal

o]
o

Chapter 1, “Introduction”, Page 118
Chapter 10, “Flood Design Criteria for New Growth Areas”, Page 132
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2/4/04

Revise pages F-34 and F-35 Future Conditions - Community Form, Plan Assumptions
Section, as follows:

SUMMARY OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ASSUMPTIONS

These assumptions represent the agreement of the Comprehensive Plan Commmee which
assisted in the development of the Comprehensive Plan. The following assumptions guide the
planning process for Lincoln and Lancaster County:

1.

A City and County population growth rate of 1.5 percent per year was used for the
25 and 50 year planning periods. This adds approximately 113,000 persons to the
County over the next twenty five years and approximately 277,000 over the next
fifty years. The assumed County population distribution would remain 90 percent
in the City of Lincoln, 3 percent in other incorporated towns and villages, 6

~ percent on rural acreages, and 1 percent on farms, This would add approximately

42,560 dwelling units in the Lincoln urban area to support the additionat
population of 103,000 persons.

Areas for future urban expansion were designated consistent with the growth
projections, stated planning policies, and infrastructure objectives. Tier I provides
30 total square miles of which 23 square miles (14,720 acres) are “developable
area” within the 25 year planning period. The net developable area includes Jand
generally outside the 100 year floodplain and not presently developed with uses
such as parks, golf courses, schools or commercial.

Projected levels of commercial and industrial expansion were accommodated
throughout the planning area. An annual employment growth rate of 2 percent for
projecting commercial space needs was assumed which equals 21.5 million square
feet of new retail, office and service uses over the 25 year planning period (65
percent increase). An annual employment growth rate of 2.5 percent for projecting
industrial area needs was assumed which equals 2,392 acres of new industrial land
within the 25 year planning period (86 percent increase).

The working assumptions listed below were used in the modeling and analysis
process for the development of this Comprehensive Plan;-but-do-not-take-the-ptace
of the-finat, The assumptions reflect the intent and recommendation of the -
Comprehensive Plan Committee and are consistent with the policy orpolicies-that
zrcto—cmcrgc—ﬁ'om-ﬂ:c-wurk recommendations of the Floodplam Task Force. The

assmnp‘uons fall mto threc categones

A, Where development exists in the floodplain, it was assumed that the uses
001
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would continue, that existing structures could be enlarged, and that
existing individual businesses could expand within floodplain areas per
adopted regulations and standards.

B. Where the 1994 Future Land Use Plan designated parks, open space, or
' agricultural land uses within the floodplain and floodway, it was assumed
that such land uses would continue in the future and that any urban-style
development would occur outside of the floodplain and floodway.

C. It was assumed that some new industrial and commercial development
{between 10 and 20 percent of the total assumed growth in new industrial
or commercial uses) could occur within areas already zoned or planned for
industrial or commercial development in the delineated floodplain.

19"" ] > “!P:lﬂmsmmh o .:“:” theitentand recommendatiomrof the
5 For transportation modeling purposes, an urban residential density factor of 3

dwelling units per acre was assumed for a majority of the designated future
growth areas.

Revise Page F-63 of Future Condihons-Envnronmental Resources, Floodplains Section, as
follows:

Floodplains
In April of 2003, tFhe Mayor’s Floodplain Task Force tscurrently developinged policy standards
for floodplains that took into consideration the natural functions played by these arcas.-Omec-the

Fask-Forceconcindes-its workstheir-These policy recommendations shoutd-he-considered-for
have been incorporationed into the watershed management strategies included in the Utilities

section of the Comprehensive Plan

Seek the routine use of “Best Management Practices” in implementing stormwater management
policy so that the potential for sedimentation problems are minimized.

Further discussion of floodplain and stormwater management considerations and strategies is

provided within the Utilities section.

Revise Pages F78 - F80 of Future Conditions - Utilities, Floodplain Management Section, as
follows: _

FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT




In April of 2003, the Mayor’s Floodplain Task Force concluded 20 months of work that resulted

in in recommmendati the City and . The Task Force made a ¢lear distinction
between recommendations for the “Existin Area” versus ‘New Areas.”

“Existing Urban Area was defined as those areas inside the City limits at the time a new standard
is 1 ell as those ar utside the City limi ich have a zoning designation other
than AG - Agri ral or AGR - icultural Residential at the time a new standard i

developed, * wth Areas” were defined as those tside the City limits an ed
AG -Apricul GR - Agricul idential at the i new standard i ted.

There was g@eral consensus on the ngl; Force that mg:g Would be additional ghg]lmgg and a

existing zoning. lot size, existing h: businesses, an: envunmnentm eral

would be expected to have greater constraints than newl]y @velggmg areas.
An important consideration for New Growth Areas was the current designation in the

rehenswe Plan of the of ﬂoo l as Green Space, Environmen

| _m@m_mﬁmm%mm opportumty to reduce the risk of flood damages to life
and property and to preserve the important functions of floodplains by designating areas for
ﬁJturc urban development out31de of ﬂoodplam and ﬂoodway areas. —'Ph:s-wonid-prcsmﬂze

propcrhes- De51gnat1ng areas for development out51de of ﬂoodplams and ﬂoodways would have
the additional benefit of reducing the extension of public infrastructure to develop flood prone
areas where fitture flood damages may occur.

Fifteen policy area recommen timately pro the Ma 1’s Floo Iam Task
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GUIDING PRINCIPLES _
Watershed planning will continue in order to be proactive and integrate stewardship principles
for land conservation, stream and wetland buffers, better site design, Best Management Practices
(BMP), and erosion and sediment control. The natural drainage system can serve muitiple
benefits, including wildlife habitat and recreation.

The community should encourage site designs that are compatible with the natural characteristics
of the site, clustering development, minimizing grading and impervious cover, and preserving
site hydrology to the maximum extent possible. Naturalized or bioengineered solutions to
drainage issues should be used wherever possible.

In new growth areas, the City of Lincoln and Lancaster County have a policy of No Adverse

Impact, with a goal of ensuring that the action of one property owner does not adversely impact
the flooding risk for other properties. Subject-to- In concert with the findings of the Mayor’s
Floodplain Task Force and the assnmptions used in crafting this Plan, future urban development

will be outside of the floodplain and floodway. This helps new development avoid potential
flood risks and preserves the important functions of the floodplain. Keeping development outside
of the floodplain preserves flood storage and other natural and beneficial functions of
floodplains. It also avoids the long-term, cumulative impact of development in the floodplain.

STRATEGIES

Create a stormwater utility, as a division of the Public Works and Utilities Department, to -
provide for a steady revenue source as well as an organizational structure to address the growing
needs of the stormwater and watershed management system.

Use public projects as an opportunity to set positive examples for the community relative to
stormwater and floodplain management. :

Develop project approaches which view stormwater as an asset, by working with the natural
topography and using wetlands, floodplains, and natural drainage cormridors as natural ways to
manage flood flows and stormwater run-off.

Designate areas for future urban development outside of floodplain and floodway areas to avoid
introducing new development to flood risks and to preserve the important functions of the
floodplain.

Opportunities should be sought for the reclamation of floodplain functions through the
acquisition and relocation of structures and the re-establishment of natural or open space areas.

' Give special consideration to the Salt Creek floodplain from Van ml Street to Superior Street

where the od Insurance Study recommends preserving fl storage not to
increase flood heights greater than one foot.

Utilize naturalized or bioengineered solutions to drainage issues wherever possible.
004
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Develop a Watershed Management Master Plan for Linceln and future growth areas, Integrate
- . existing neighborhoods and growth areas into watershed planning.

Utilize basin master blan recommendations and coniponents as analysis tools to be referenced
and compared with proposed development within the basin, and as a guide in the preparation of
future capital improvement projects.

Seek broad public participation in the location and design of specific watershed management
projects. The relative benefits of the projects to be evaluated should include impacts on the flood
hazards, water quality, channel integrity, natural character, bridges, culverts, and existing public
and private structures.

Future master planning efforts for largely undeveloped basins will rely more heavily on pro-
active better management practice (BMP) measures and the conservation of existing natural
drainage features to most effectively manage stormwater and floodplains. Designs of human
made features should seek to utilize bioengineering and other naturalized techniques,
incorporating trail systems and other linear park features where possible. '

‘available stu rmation, and other tions of the Ma dplain Task Force
that support this policy,

Improve the accm of floodplain mapping and make it a priority to which specific resources
are dedicated. Continuve to develop a comprehensive, watershed approach to floodplain mapping.

e and enhan v ive uffcrs along stream ¢ slow the flow of stormwater

Retain Ci TO in the floedplain i ic ownership, and consider the h;

of easements or land when other publicly-owned property in the floodplain is proposed for
surplus. Retain conservation easements to protect floodplain functions where unusual
circumstances merit the consideration of surplus floodplain property.

Devel lementaﬂoodl ut pro forth C1 and un is sensmv

erties ecla.ll 1 _ eld in conservatio en.

XAFILES\SHARED\FLOODPLAIN ORD_nf\Comp Plan\Hey Nicole_CompPianRev_with_page_mumbers.wpd
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SUMMARY

Proposed Flood Standards for NEW 6ROWTH AREAS
February 5, 2004

Standards apply to floodplains or floodprone areas within New &rowth Areas -
those areas outside the Lincoln city limits and zoned AG Agriculture or AGR
Agricultural Residential as of the effective date of the regulations (see map).

BACKGROUND

In August of 2001, former Mayor Wesely appointed the Mayor's Floodpiain Task
Force (FPTF), representing a range of stakeholders from the community, to

| formulate recommendations regarding the development of new floodplain
standards. In April of 2003, the FPTF finalized recommendations for:

1} New Growth Areas, and 2} the Existing Urban Area, These recommendations
can be found on the City's website at lincaln.ne gov. The draft flood standards
summarized below are intended to reflect the recommendations of the FPTF
for New Growth Areas for the City of Lincoin.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT

1, Confirms policy assumptions in Comprehensive Plan consistent with
recommendations of FPTF.

2.  Adopts series of strategies that reflect policies and principles set forth by
FPTF for New Growth areas.

3.  Speaks to consistency of proposed standards with 2025 Comp Plan land use
designations, which identify future urban growth outside of floodpiain and
designates majority of floodplains as Green Space, Environmental Resources,
or Agricultural Stream Corridors.

4,  Strategies include implementation of ‘No Adverse Impact' policy, where the
action of one property owner does not adversely impact the floeding risk for
other properties.

5.  Proposed principles and policy goals apply to both City and County.
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FLOOD REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

1. Applies o New Growth Areas within Lincoln's jurisdiction (see map).

2. Includes revisions to multiple documents, including Lincoln Zoning and
Subdivision Ordinances, Design Standards, and Drainage Criteria Manual.

3. Uses best available flood hazard information - standards apply to FEMA-
mapped floodplains as well as ‘floodprone areas’ identified through
watershed master plans.

4,  Adoptsa ‘No Net Rise’ standard, technically requiring a hydraulic study to
show no rise greater than 0.05" in the 100-year floedplain (outside the
floodway) or fioodprone areas.

Exceptions:

a Residential non-substantial improvements

b. Stream crossing structures meeting sequencing standards for
minimizing and mitigating impacts

c. Minor projects with No Rise Certification (require no study)

d. Approved Preliminary Plats

e.  Public Stream Crossing structures having approved EIS, efc. or design
public hearing as of adoption of standards

f.  Dams & stormwater storage facilities

5.  Requires compensatory storage for development in floodplain or floodprone
area so that flood storage lost to fill or structures is compensated for by
providing replacement storage at 1 to 1 ratio.

Exceptions: Same as above; stream crossing structures do not have to

replace lost storage

6.  Extends requirement for preservation of buffer called 'Minimum Flood
Corridor’ to stream channels with mapped floodplains. Today the buffer is
only required outside mapped floodplains. Total buffer width is 60°
(30’ per side) plus 6x depth of stream.

Proposed Flood Standards for New Growth Areas Summary Page -2-
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Exceptions: _

O&M, channel improvements, stormwater storage, public parks, trails, other
public recreational uses allowed o encroach with impacts to storage and
vegetation mitigated at a 1.5 to 1 ratio.

Stream crossing structures - not required to replace lost storage or
vegetation at 1.5 to 1 ratio, but must re-vegetate graded areas wherever

possible.

7. Requires all lateral additions to non-residential structures to be protected
to flood standards and to meet 'no net rise’ and ‘compensatory storage’
requirements,

8.  Includes revisions to clarify ordinance provisions required by minimum
federal and state standards, for administrative purposes, and for
consistency between different sections of the code.

9. Recommends and provides some incentives for additional (voluntary) flood
management standards -- 'best management practices’ and 'best
construction practices’ to offset impacts to the natural and beneficial
functions of floodplains end floodprone areas during site development.

— e v . o — —— — S vl T e — — — — — — ik . ey e . — —

- Floodplain:
The area subject to flooding by a 100-year flood as shown on the Federal Emergency

Management Agency (FEMA) maps.

Floodprone Area: _
The area subject to flooding by a 100-year flood as determined by studies completed by

the City or other government agency, typically as part of a watershed master plan, but not
yet incorporated into the FEMA floodplain maps.

Stream Crossing Structures:
Structures used to convey pedestrians, motor vehicles and/or utilities across

drainageways. Stream crossing structures are composed of the structure, abutments,
guard rails, fill, and other structural appurtenances that are generally perpendicular to the
conveyance of flow within the floodplain or floodprone area.

Proposed Flood Standards for New Growth Areas Summary : Page -3-
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Task Force _
Recommendations

Floodpla\in Recommendations for New Growth Areas

For the purposes of these recommendations, ‘New Growth Areas’ are defined as those areas outside the
City limits and zoned AG - Agricultural or AGR - Agricultural Residential at the time a new standard is
adopted. (See Floodplain Policy Application Areas map in Appendix L),

1. No Adverse Impact

Adopt No Adverse Impact Policy

In New Growth Areas, the City of Lincoln and
Lancaster County should have a policy of No
Adverse Impact, with a goal of ensuring that the
action of one property owner does not adversely
impact the flooding risk for other properties, as

No Adverse Impact is a managing principal and
policy goal developed by the Association of
State Floodplain Managers (ASFPM) in
support of long-term, sustainable approaches to
reducing the nation’s flood losses. A “No
Adverse Impact Floodplain™ is defined as one
where the action of one property owner does not
adversely impact the flooding risk for other

measured by increased floed stages, flood
velocity, flows or the increaged potential for
erosion and sedimentation.

properties, as measured by increased flood
stages, flood velocity, flows or the increased
potential for erosion and sedimentation. The
ASFPM recommends that the No Adverse
Impact policy be implemented nationwide at a
local level through a range of approaches based
upon what is most effective for a particular community.

2. Floodplain Mapping

Improve Accnracy of Flaodplain Maps

The City and County should continue to develop 'and improve a comprebensive, watershed approach ¥
to floodplain mapping which recognizes the community interest and responsibility for the -
prevention of futare flood damages. Accurate floodplain mapping should be a priority to which
specific resources are dedicated, utilizing the latest technology and data available, and should be
furthered through partnerships with other agencies.

The Task Force discussed the disadvantages of the variable level of aceuracy in mapping and flood
elevation information within the FEMA floodplain maps and flood insurance studies for the City and
County. There was considerable discussion among Floodplain Task Force members regarding the need
to continue npdating the floodplain faps in order to have dependable information on which to base
decisions and policies. While it was acknowledged that the 100-year floodplain boundary and flood
clevation information is being developed for Lincoln and its future growth areas as watershed master
plans are completed basin by basin (see Policy Item 14, ‘Best Available Study Information®), there was
concern about the period of time that it would take to develop this information uvsing an incremental
approach. The Task Force acknowledged that the floodplain map update process will be facilitated by the
City having entered into the Cooperating Technical Partners program for floodplain mapping with
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FEMA. However, the group expressed that mapping should be a priority to which specific resources are
dedicated. Individual members felt that the role and responsibility of the Lower Platte South Natural
Resources District and the Corps of Engineers should also be identified in the recommendation.

3. No Net. Rise/Compensatory Storage Standard

The No Net Rise/Compensatory Storage standard

~ Adopt New Floodplain Standard recommended by the Task Force evolved out of
) ¢ discussion surrounding two fandamental
A No Net Rise and Compensatory Sterage & fanctions of the floodplain:
standard should be adopted. This means that [
development within the 100-year floodplain in - 1) *‘No Net Rise,’ which relates to the conveyance
New Growth Areas should be required to B properties of the floodplain, or “how the water

demonstrate through an engineering study that [ flows™ and
it will_cause ne increase in the water surface . _ _
¢levation of the 100-year flood greater than five | 2) ‘Compensatory Storage,’ which relates to the

hundredths of & foot (0.05"). In addition, tes
compensatory storage should be required ata | votume, or “how much total water there is”.
ratio of 1 to 1 for volume of flood storage lost B 4 w0 Net Rise ard by

i i stand y itself would preserve
to fill or structures in the 100-year floodplain. & convevance, but would not regulate “non-

Compensatory storage should be provided with § com . backw
L - ) ol veyance' areas, ater areas or the
the objective of being hydrologically similar to §  sttenuating (flood reducing) ct teristics of the

lost flood storage volume, but a hydrologic f  floodplain. Also, technical information brought
study should not be required to demonstrate that &  , t.c Task Force indicated that & community
the storage is hydrologically equivalent. & Could preserve significant functions of the

floodplain by adopting a ‘No Net Rise’ standard,
but the No Net Rise standard by itself would not
address increases in velocity or erosion.
Alternatively, if only a Compensatory Storage standard were adopted, hydraulic conveyance would not
be preserved, and there could be a rise in flood heights. The purpose for coupling ‘Compensatory
Storage’ with “No Net Rise’ was 1o identify a standard, which would address conveyance of floodwater
and would also insure that the amount of water reaching the water course would remain the same. The
two approaches were considered to complement one another and to meet the goal of No Adverse Impact
outlined in the first policy recommendation.

Land Use Designation

An important consideration for New Growth Areas was the Lincoln/Lancaster County Land Use Plan
(see Lincoln/Lancaster County Land Use Plan map in Appendix L) adopted as part of the 2025
Comprehensive Plan, which designates areas for future urban development outside of the floodplain
to avoid introducing new development to flood risks and to preserve the functions of the floodpiain. The
majority of flocdplain within the New Growth Areas is designated as Green Space, Environmental
Resources, or Agricultural Stream Corridors.

Hydranlic and Hydrologic Modeling
There was considerable discussion regarding what modeling should be required to demonstrate that the
No Net Rise/Compensatory Storage standard was being met. Consideration was given to the fact that the
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analysis to meet the ‘No Net Rise’ criteria is straightforward and utilized regularly today in the
Flocdway. However, it was acknowledged that determining the hydrologic equivalent for
Compensatory Storage through modeling would be difficult and was not anticipated to be a practical
requirement. Thus, it was agreed that compensatory storage should be provided with the objective of
being hydrologically equivalent, without requiring a hydrologic model to demonstrate this fact.

Allowable Rise

Information was presented to the Task Force which indicated that allowing a very small rise could make a
significant difference in the flexibility of the No Net Rise portion of the standard and would be easier to
administer. It was pointed out that there are many actions that can be taken within the floodplain which
would be unable to show No Rise, but would have an ‘infinitesimal’ impact. Thus, the Task Force
incleded the provision to allow for five hundredths of a foot (0.05") rise to account for these
circumstances.

‘Mitigation’ Ratio for Lost Floodplain Starage

Early draft recommendations discussed by the Task Force identified that the ‘mitigation’ ratio for lost
floodplain storage should be greater than 1 to 1. The discussion reflected a desire to base the standard for
Lincoln and Lancaster County upon what was being done nationwide in this regard, however, the research
showed that there is a range of mitigation ratios utilized nationwide for flood storage, with no overall
consistency in the ratios. While there are examples of other communities where mitigation is required at
greater than 1 to 1, these examples often were in communitics where a Compensatory Storage standard
was not coupled with a No Net Rise standard, Thus, it was determined that a 1 to 1 mitipation ratio
would be sufficient for Compensatory Storage ag long as this was coupled with a No Net Rise standard.

Example Floodplain Developments

The Task Force was interested in examples of developments within the floodplain that met a similar
standard. It was discussed that Horizon Business Center/Southwest High School gite did meet a
Compensatory Storage standard, and was likely close to meeting a No Net Rise standard as well, although
this was not measured. It was also discussed that while Haymarket Park did not meet a No Net
Rise/Compensatory Storage standard, it met the standards identified in the FEMA Flood Insurance Study
to preserve Salt Creek flood storage outside of the levee system.

Additional Engineering Costs

Task Force members raised concems about the additional engineering costs of meeting a No Net
Rise/Compensatory Storege standard. To address this issue, engineering costs were-researched and are
provided (based upon discussions with various engineering firms) within this report in Appendix K. In
general, there was found to be an ‘econemy of scale’, meaning that there was typically a base cost which
did not vary with the size of the site, in addition to a cost per acre. Thus, the larger the site, the less of an
increase would be expected in engineering costs to meet a No Net Rise/Compensatory Sterage standard.
In evaluating engineering as a percentage of total development costs, the average estimated range in
additional engineering costs to meet this standard would be 1.4 % to 0.3% of the de\relopment costs

for sites in the range of 10 to 100 acres, respectively.

Other Economic Impacts
The projected costs of hoth adopting & higher standard and continuing with the present-day

- standard are articulated by the Corps of Engineers (COE) and CDM studies (see Executive Summaries in
Appendix H). Both studies utilized example floodplain reaches that are projected to be indicative of the
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majority of floodplains in Lincoln and Lancaster County with regard to fill in the flood fringe.

The COE study summarized in Appendix H evaluated three scenarios on the Dead Man’s Run and Beal
Slongh floodplains, from moderate to more extreme losses of flood storage. The study concluded that,
within the study reaches, increased flood damages resulting from loss of flood storage had the potential
to range from $2.6 to $10.9 million on Dead Man’s Run, and from $0.1 to $1.9 million on Beal Slough.
Economic analysis was not performed for 100% loss of flood storage, which showed a substantially
greater rise in flood heights (2.8 foot rise and 4.3 foot rise on Deadman’s Run and Beal Slough,
respectively) than the alternative scenarios where the economic analysis was performed.

The CDM study summarized in Appendix H projected the reduction in flood damage possible to public
infrastructure if higher standards were adopted and the economic costs to private development of meeting
a higher standard. Half-foot Rise and No Net Rise/Compensatory Storage standards were evaluated.
Under the No Net Rise/Compensatory Storage standard, as compared to the current One-foot Rise
standard, flood damags costs to public buildings, streets and stream crossings were projected to be
reduced 27% and 44%, respectively. Reduction in flood damage costs based on a No-
Rise/Compensatory Storage scenario were projected at 100%, 27% and 44% for public buildings,
streets, and stream crossing structures, respectively. Increased costs to private development to meet a
No Rise/Compensatory Storage standard were projected at 14%, 21% and 10% for traditional
residential, commercial and industrial development configurations, respectively. For cluster
developments allowed by the ordinance today through Community Unit Plans and Planned Unit
Developments, the No Net Rise/Compensatory Storage standard was projected to increase costs to private
development by 6% or less.

(See Policy Item 12 for discussion of this standard as it relates to substantial improvements and refer to
Appendix K for additional information. Also see the No Net Rise and Compensatory Storage Fact Sheet
included in Appendix I).
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4. Stream Crossing Structures

Provide Flexibility for Stream Crossings
The City and County should adopt a practical
standard for stream crossing structures, which
takes into account that thers arc circumstances
in which it is structurally or financially
infeasible to construct stream crossings

flood fringe. Construction of stream crossing
structures should be required to demonstrate a
sequencing approach that seeks first to avoid,

to flood storage or flood heights. The
standards should be flexibie and consider
alternatives such as an allowable rise between

sforage, and/or purchase of property or
easements where flood beights will increase
and an amendment is made to the FEMA flood
insarance rate map.

without causing any rise in flood heights in the F
then to minimize, then mitigate for any impacts

0"-1' in the flood fringe, aliowable loss of flood [

The Floodplain Task Force was presented with
information indicating that there are circumstances
in which it is structurally or financially
infeasible to construct stream crossings without
causing any rise in flood heights in the flood

Replacing Existing Structures

‘Where existing stream crossing structures exist and
the grade of the road is not being raised, a No Net
Rise/Compensatory Storage standard would not he
anticipated to have a significant impact on
bridge and culvert replacements, since most
replacements meet a higher standard than the oider
structures being replaced.

New Stream Crossing Structures

Based upon anecdotal evidence from conversations
with floodplain managers from other communities
and other research supplied to the Task Force, it
appears that adopting a No Net Rise/Compensatory
Storage floodplain standard with no flexibility

€ ould be likely to increase the cost of

constructing new stream crossing structures by
approximately 25%. However, it was discussed
that the ability to use compensatory storage,
property rights acquisition, and increases in
downstream conveyance capacity would make it
mare flexible and could offsct many of these
anticipated increases in cost.

‘While the Task Force agreed that flexibility with regard to stream crossing structures was important, it
was emphasized that the flexibility outlined in thig policy shouid be provided for private as well as
public stream crossing structures. Individual Task Force members suggested the City and County
ought to meet a higher standard than the private sector. Task Force members also expressed that any
impacts to flood storage or conveyance should have careful consideration. The ‘sequencing’
approach identified in the recommendation is modeled upon the approach required by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act for impacts to wetlands, and was included in order to discourage an approach that would
have adverse impacts, (See Appendix K for additional information).
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The Minimum Flood Corridor stream buffer or similar standard should be applied in the City and
County within the FEMA-mapped floodplains and along smaller, unmapped streams that have a
defined bed and bank. Encroachments should be permitted per the existing standards for Minimum
Flood Corridors for operation, maintenance and repair, channel stabilization, stormwater storage 4
facilities, utility crossings, public parks, pedestrian/bike trails and other recreational uses and public B
purposes. However, proposed encroachments should be required to demonstrate a sequencing
approach that seeks first to avoid, then to minimize, then mitigate for any encroachments, .
Mitigation for loss of vegetation and flood storage should occur ata 1.5 to 1 ratio, Where land uses [
prior to development have an impact on the buffer width, the area should be replanted with
vegetation compatible with the corridor and water quality benefits.

The Task Force discussed City of Lincoln standards, which currently require a “minimum flood
corridor” buffer to be preserved along only thosc drainageways outside the mapped floodpiain that
drain greater than 150 acres. Thus, smaller tributaries draining less than 150 acres or larger streams that
have a mapped floodplain require no buffer protection. The width of the minimum flood corridor is equal
to the stream channel bottom width, plus 60 feet, plus 6 times the channe] depth. It was determined that
the Minimum Flood Corridor stream buffer or similar standard should be applied within the FEMA-
mapped floodplains and along smaller, unmapped streams that have 8 defined bed and bank.

.M‘mganon '
There was congiderable discussion regarding mlﬁgatlon that should be required for impacts to buffers
along stream corridors. The majority of Task Force members felt that replacement of lost plant materials
should occur at a ratio greater than 1 to 1 (1:1), due to the plant mass lost when mature vegetation is
replaced with new plantings. Thus, a mitigation ratio of 1.5:1 was recommended. Informatioh was
provided to the Task Force showing a range of mitigation ratios nationwide for impacts to wetlands and
stream buffers. The ratios generally ranged from 1:1 to 3:1, with greater ratios required for impacts to
unigue eavironmental ereas. There was concern about the lack of a scientific basis for choosing any
particular mitigation ratio, but the majority of Task Force members felt that 1.5:1 was an acceptable
mitigation ratio given the available information. Individual members expressed some discomfort with the
numbers but agreed in concept,

Brffer Width

Individual Task Force members also expressed concern about the width of buffers that would be
required along degraded, mainstem siream channels like Salt Creek and Stevens Creek if the
“minimum flood corridor” standard is applied. Examples were provided to the Task Force for a Stevens
Creek tributary and the mainstem channe] downstream in the bagin. The buffer widths at sach jocation
were calculated and shown on a map for comparison with the existing FEMA-mapped 100 year
floodplain and floodway. Both examples on the mainstem of Stevens Creek resulted in buffer widths
much smaller than the existing 100 year floodway, and the floodway and buffer for the smaller Stevens
Creek Tributary were nearly equal in width. The maps adequately addressed the concern of the Task
Force and members agread that the “minimmm flood comridor™ standard should be applied to areas within
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the FEMA-mapped floodpiain. Discussion also included applying the standards in a reasonable way
that would, for exarmple, not require a buffer area on a plateau outside of the floodplain. (See Greenfield
Approach Fact Sheet in Appendix I for additional information).

6. Surplus/Vacaied Floodplain Property Policy

Preserve Flood Sterage on Surplus Property

The City and County should adopt a policy where, under normal circumstances, City or County
property in the floodplain is viewed as serving a public purpose and not be proposed for surplus. If
there are unusual circumstances that cause the consideration of declaring surpius property in the
floodplain, the City or County should retain a permanent congervation casement that protects the
flood storage capacity, or any flood storage impacts should be mitigated ata 1 to 1 ratio. Declaring
surplus property should not be considered under any circumstances where floodplains contain
environmental regources suck as riparian areas or stream corridors that provide habitat and water
infiltration benefits or serve as connectors to natural areas.

When other publicly-owned property in the floodplain is proposed for surplus, the City should
consider purchasing the property fee simple, or alternatively, purchasing a permanent conservation
eagement where appropriate to preserve flood storage and other environmental resources.

When street or alley ROW in the floodplain is proposed for vacation, the City or County should
retain a permanent conservation easement that protects the flood storage capacity. Consideration
should be given to allowing for a conservation easement to be deeded over an altemate floodplain
erea having equal or greater flood storege volume.

Discussion on this policy item included consideration of the amount of publicly owned property within
the floodplain. This information was provided in the form of a map to the Task Force. (See City of
Lincoln/Lancaster County Publicly Owned Land in the Floodplain map, Appendix L).

Other Task Force dialogue on this policy item included:

1) Consideration of economic issues and the long-term costs and benefits;

2) The need to take into account the potential for multiple benefits, including opportimities to meet some
of the recreational goals of the City and County.

3) Whether mitigation for flood storage impacts to surplus properties should be provided at greater than a
1:1 ratio to offset the loss of publicly owned floodplain areas.

4) Opportunities to partner with other agencies.

(See Maintain Storage on Surplus Property Fact Sheet in Appendix I).
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7. Floodplain Buyout Program

Develop a Floodplsin Buyont Program
The City and County should develop and
implement a continuing floodplain buyout
program, which is sensitive to the need to
minimize impacts on neighborhoods and
historic districts. Special emphasis should be
placed upon sites that provide multiple benefits.
These include opportunities to develop
contiguous open space, preserve environmental
resources, and to mitigate flood damage by
providing additional detention for flood water
during major storm events. An evaluation
should be performed to identify potential
funding sources, and where possible, the City
and County should form partnerships and pool
resources with other public agencies. Eminent
domain ghould be used to acquire property only

as a last resort.

8. Floodplain Development Fee

At this time, it is not appropriate for the City or
County to charge a floodplain development fee,
Consideration of a floodplain development fee
would require further evaluation regarding
alteinative fee structures and criteria for
applying the fees in a logical and equitable
manner. If a fee is established at some time in
the future, consideration should be given to
dedicating the revenue to advance the flood

mapping program and to assist in the funding of
floodplain buyouts.

While there was clear support on the Task Force
for the creation of a floodplain buyout program,
there was considerable discussion regarding how
such a program would be funded. The Task
Force recommendation was for a range of
altematives to be investigated through an
evaluation of fonding rescurces. Individual
members felt that the policy recommendation
should include specific reference to potential
funding sources.

Information regarding precedents for floodplain
development fees was not available for
evaluation by the Task Force. Research on this
topic revealed examples of fees charged in other
communities that related more to environmental
impacts than to loss of flood storage or
conveyance, There was concem on the part of
Task Force members about how a fee would be -

9" calculated and how the fands would be used.

Individual members also felt that a floodpiain
development fee would be a double burden when
considering the increased engineering costs
necessary for development within the floodplain
to meet a No Net Rise/ Compensatory Storage
standard.

2003
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9. Best Management Practices

i The Task Force had considerable discussion
Encourage Rest Management Practices & regarding ‘Best Management Practices’ (BMP's)
8 as they relate to development in the floodplain. It

‘Best Management Practices’ such as grassed 8 /05 acimowledged that preservation of stream
swales, water quality wetlands, retention cells, §  buffers is a BMP, which is incdluded as a

etc, should be strongly encouragedin §  separate policy recommendation in Policy [tem
floodplain arcas. Best Management Practices W pive Stream buffers are a BMP because they
are 1d?nt|ﬁed in the City ofL:nf:oln Drainage & provide water quality and st stability
Criteriz Manual and can offset impacts to the g benefits, as well s assist in reducing the velocity

natural and beneficial functions of floodplains 8 of flood waters, and can be designated as a

when they are developed. ¥ particular width and composition. The Task Force
R R SR, i the difficulty of quan and
prioritizing other BMP’s in a way that could be
used for a required standard for floodplain management. Thus, the decision was to recommend a policy
which encourages the implementation of BMP’s in floodplain areas, Individual members felt that
BMP’s could be more easily integrated into residential areas than into commercial or industrial
developments.

There are a number of BMP’s identified in the City of Lincoln Drainage Criteria Manual. The Task Force
discussed the importance of continuing to update this reference as BMP's evolve and improve.

(See Best Management Development Practices Fact Sheet in Appendix I for additional information as
well as Supporting Information in Appendix K}

10. Salt Creek Flood Storage Areas

Take Action Regarding Salt Creek
Floodplain Through Lincoln

Not Applicable in New Growth Areas. _
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11, Building Construction Standards

Encovrage Higher Building
Construction Standards

Buildings in New Growth Areas should
continue to be protected to an elevation 1 foot
above the 100-year flood elevation in

the State of Nebraska. Should a No Net
Rise/Compensatory Storage standard not be
adopted in New Growth Areas, buildings
should be protected to an elevation 1.5 feet
above the 100-year flood elevation.

‘Best Construction Practices’ relating to site
development and construction should be
strongly encouraged. These include reducing
impacts to flood storage by limiting fill to

floodproofing non-residential structures, and

to the flow of flood water. Development
gshould be encouraged to demonstrate a
sequencing approach that seeks first to avoid,
then to minimize, then mitigate impacts to the
floodplain.

accordance with the minimum requirements of

building pads in lieu of filling an entire site, - [§
attention to the alignment of buildings relative :

The Task Force discussed whether a higher level
of floodplain protection should be required for
structures in the floodplain. The initial
discussion was focused on the “freeboard,” or
elevation above the 100-year flood elevation to
which buildings should be protected to serve as a
buffer and to account for variances from predicted
flood heights during flood events.

It was concluded that the proposed No Net
Rise/Compensatory Storage standard (together
with existing standards regarding stormwater
runoff}), should prevent significant increases in
flood heights, and thus the 1' minimum freeboard
requited by the State of Nebragka would be
sufficlent if the No Net Rise/Compensatory
Storage standard is adopted. However, the Task
Force indicated that if such a standard was not
adopted, buildings should be protected to an
elevation 1,5 feet above the 100-year flood
elevation. Furthermore, Task Force members also

8 felt it was important to encourage ‘best

consiruction practices’ that would minimum
adverse impacts to the floodpleain.
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12, Substantial Improvement Threshold

Where there are existing residential, commercial, or industrial structures within the floodplain, the
substantial improvement threshold should continue to be implemented the same way that it is today
(which refiects the minimmm federal requirements). That is, when an improvement is made to a
structure that is equal to or greater than 50% of its value, the entire structure must be brought into
compliance with the floodplain regulations. Each separate improvement is considered individually
relative to the 50% threshold.

In lieu of a new policy. to cumulatively track substantial improvements, the City and County should
implement a standard requiring #/f lateral additions to non-residential structures to be floodproofed
or otherwise protected to 1' above the base flood elevation. (Should a No Net Rise/Compensatory
Storage standard rot be adopted in New Growth Areas, lateral additions should be protected to an
elevation 1.5 feet above the 100-year flood elevation). Residential structures should be exempt from
this requirement. (All structures will still have to meet the current 50% improvement/damage
threshold to remain in complisnce with minimum NFIP requitemnents).

To be consistent, the No Net Rise/Compensatory Storage standard should also be met when a
substantial improvement (2 50% of the value) is made to & structure, or when a lateral addition is

made to a non-residential structure.

The Task Force had considerable discussion regarding the ‘substantial improvement threshold.’ When
an improvement is mads to a structure in the floodplain that is equal to or greater than 50% of its value,
the entire structure must be brought into compliance with the floodplain regulations. Today, each
separate improvement is considered individuaily relative to the 50% threshold. Thus, improvements up to
a velue of 49% can repeatedly be made to a structure without bringing it into compliance with floodplain

regulations,

The Task Force considered whether to adopt a ‘cumulative’ standard that would take into account
multiple improvements made over a period of time. However, there was concern regarding the impact
that a2 cumulative substantial improvement policy would have upon existing neighborhoods in the
floodplain, and the ability of home or business owners to make investments in existing buildings in the
floodplain. Individual members also expressed a concern that inaccurate data is being used to make
floodplain determinations due to the need for revised floodplain studies.

In lieu of a new policy to cumulatively track substantial improvements, the Task Force recommended that
the City and County implement a standard requiring ¢Xf lateral additions to non-residential structures
to be floodproofed or otherwise protected to 1' above the 100-year flood elevation. It was discussed
that the option to floodproof rather than to elevate lateral additions to non-residential structures would
provide flexibility and make the standard less burdensome to meet.

Individual members expressed concern about the No Net Rise/Compensatory Storage standard being
applied when substantial improvements or lateral additions to buildings are made.
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13. Cluster Development

Additionzl incentives should be adopted for clustering development outside the floodplain by
broadening the current language in the zoning ordinance regarding the protection of
natural/environmentally sensitive areas that is currently included in the AG & AGR districts.
Consideration should be given to appropriate density bonuses and more specific language regarding
clustering outside of floodplain areas. Permanent conservation easements should be required as a
method of protection to receive the bonus, Land areas left open by clustering development outside
the floodplain should be utilized for open space, parks, trails, or natural areas as compatible with the
gite and the particular floodplain area.

The Task Force discussed and rejected the potential for mandatory cluster development requirements
where a portion of a development was located in a floodplain area. Instead, the group expressed the
importance of providing incentives for clustering development outside the floodplain.

The CDM Alternative Floodplain Management Strategics study (see Cluster-Open Space Development
Fact Sheet, Appendix I) examined this strategy, and additional information was also provided to the Task
Force relating to an evaluation of epen space floodplain areas completed within the City of Lincoln The
latter evaluation looked at the effects of proximity to open space floodplain areas on property values in
four different subdivisions in Lincoln. The average sale price of lots adjacent te open floodplain
areas, accounting for differences in size, was approximately 20-35% higher than those in the same
subdivision not adjacent to open space floodplain areas. There was some discussion amongst Task Force
members about whether a portion of that cost difference could be attributed to the grades on lots
abutting floodplain open space. Individual members pointed cut that the grade on lots adjacent to
floodplain areas would be conducive to walk-out basements, which would bring a higher price for the lot.
Some members also pointed out that cluater type development is not always feasible from the perspective
of market demands.
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14. Use Best Available Floodpiain Study Information

Kze Floodplain Information Frotm Watershed Plans

100-year floodplain boundary and flocd elevation information (existing conditions) developed for
watershed master plang should be utilized as the “best available information’ for the purposes of
administering the Floodplain Ordinance relative to requirements for proposed subdivisions and
building permits. Until accurate information can be developed throngh the watershed master
planning process, development and planning efforts should recognize the variable reliability of the
FEMA floodplain maps and discourage building to the edge of the FEMA floodplain boundaries.

The acquisition and use of ‘best available floodplain information’ was an important topic for the
Floodplain Task Force, Task Force members described this information as a ‘moving target” and
expressed the need to anticipate future conditions and to limit mistakes that would have an impact upon
future generations, The Task Force stopped short of reconnnending regulation based upon a ‘future
conditions’ floodplain, but did recommend that congideration be given to t.hls approach in the future
following further evaluation,

Individual members expressed concerns regarding the potential for an uneven playing field and
unceriainty across the market if ‘best available information’ is developed through watershed plans basin
by basin. However, other members felt that a lack of accurate mapping would put the community further
behind. Other comments included the use of ‘best planning practices’ and the communication of
floodplain information to encourage development to stay back from the floodplain boumdary in case it
changes in the future. (For additional information, see Watershed Master Planning Fact Sheet included
in Appendix I and Supporting Information regarding the 100-year storm limits in Appendix K).

The stormwater standards should continue to apply to floodprone arees, or *100-year storm limits™
which are required to be shown with new subdivision proposals along smalier tributaries. Floodplain
standards should not be applied to these areas lmlesstheyarcshown on the FEMA floodplain maps or
have been identified through a watershed master plan,

. 2 i

Consideration should be given to regulating based upon a “future conditions” floodplain when the
information is available through watershed master planning. However, this topic needs further
evaluation and discussion. The benefits of this approach need to be assessed relative to the benefits
already provided by: 1) the protection of flocd storage and Gonveyance following the adoption of
new standards for floodplain areas, 2) the detention/retention standards already in place to address
stormwater mnoff throughout the basin, 3) watershed master planning and impiementation addressing
the timing of stormwater flow throughout the basin. The implementation of these three ¢lements may
or may not prevent significant increases in flood boundaries mtheﬁmu'e :
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15. Real Estate Transactions

Transactions

Lincoln and Lancaster County floodplain
policies should reinforce accountability and

with regard to notifying prospective buyers of

hazard and the requirement for flood insurance,
and should encourage the provision of
information regarding the 100-year flood
elevation. The City and County should enhance

and should consider revisions to the Land
Subdivision Ordinance and Lincoln Housing
Code to require the disclosure of floodplain
information to the buyer prior to the sale of
properties in the floodplain.

disclosure laws regarding real estate transactions
properties in the 100-year floodplain of the flood [

public education efforts regarding the floodplain

Individual Task Force members expressed an
interest in this policy going a step further to
recornmend that real estate agents be required to
disclose specific information about properties in
the floodplain early in the sale process, including
the location within the floodplain, the 100-ycar

" flood elevation, and an overview of the

responsibilities for properties in the floodplain.
Examples were provided of circumstances when
floodplain property buyers were not aware
that the property was in the floodplain, or

§  were not aware of the implications of this fact.

However, the Task Force was informed that real
estate agents are regulated by state law, and
local government cannot require a standard for
reel estate agents that exceeds state statutes. The
Task Force discussed the responsibility of the
buyer to be informed versus the responsibility
of the seller to inform him or her, as well as the
responsibility of local governmenit to help

{  educate potential buyers. The majority was

satisfied with the language included in this
policy recommendation.

April 2003
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16. Assessments for Floodplain Property

Improve Methads for
Assessing Floodplain Properties

The County Assessor should re-examine the

in conservation easements to reflect through
assessments the change in value of property
held in such easements. In addition, if a No
Net Rise/Compensatory Storage standard is

determined by the County Assessor should
reflect the change in value.

Page -20-

methodology for assessing and taxing land held [

adopted, valuations for floodplain properties a8

Individual Task Force members expressed concern
that flood prone properties are not fairly '
assessed. Discussion included recognition that
only about 10% of properties in the floodplain
have flood insurance, and that relief provided by a
more fair assessment might be dedicated to

¥ additional flood insurance coverage. Other

mformation provided to the Task Force suggested
that & previous study on Dead Man’s Run had
shown that homes within the floodplain were
appraised at a valee 10% less than those in the
same neighborhood outside of the flocdplain. In
addition, there is a provision regarding property
tax under the Nebraska state Conservation
Easement Act. Individual members also thought
that, if assessed appropriately, the value of
floodplain properties could decrease if a No Net
Rise/Compensatory Storage standard were
adopted, and there were questions regarding how
this could impact the City or County relative to
property taxes. ' '

2003
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Existing Urban Area & New Growth Areas for Flood Regulations
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